POTENTIAL FUTURE OF PPP PARADIGM ON EFL GRAMMAR TEACHING: AN ANNOTATED SURVEY by Lasmiatun, Ika & Munir, Sirajul
 3rd International Conference  on Education 2018 
Teachers in the Digital Age 
Batusangkar, September 12-13 2018 
  
151 
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE OF PPP PARADIGM ON EFL GRAMMAR 
TEACHING: AN ANNOTATED SURVEY 
 
Ika Lasmiatun1*, Sirajul Munir2 
1Universitas Negeri Semarang, Indonesia 
2Institut Agama Islam Negeri (IAIN) Batusangkar, Indonesia 
Ikakey8516@yahoo.com  
Sirajulmunir1974@gmail.com  
 
 
ABSTRACT 
Grammar is not an empty space that need to be filled with lexis. Grammar, however, is a source of 
meaning. Thus, grammar plays an important role to gain high proficiency level, both in accuracy and 
fluency and needs to be treated with respect. The Presentation, Practice, Production or PPP is a 
paradigm for structuring language lessons involving the introduction and practice of new language 
features (lexical, grammatical or functional). It has meaningful learning, implicit learning, fluency 
based learning, meaning centeredness, student centredness and authentic language use. It extremely 
contradicts with the behaviorist PPP approach, which are mechanical learning, explicit learning, 
accuracy based learning, form centredness, teacher centredness, and concocted language use. This 
annotated survey summarizing the studies on potential future of PPP paradigm on EFL grammar 
teaching, shows that PPP can work effectively, and described a procedure for using it in the language 
classroom. This paradigm requires opportunities for both extensive and intensive skills practice for 
learners to benefit fully. Further, it has endured because many learners, teachers and teacher 
educators find it useful and familiar, similar to paradigms found in other areas of education in the 
literature. Some pedagogical implications are discussed with recommendations for curriculum 
designers, coursebook writers, language teachers and learners of foreign language contexts. 
Keyword: PPP Paradigm, EFL, Grammar Teaching, Annotated Survey. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Today, English is used for many purposes around the world, and there are many reasons to place 
English is important to learn. Despite English grammar is important in language learning, the concept 
of grammar and whether it should be taught in the classroom or what is the best method for teaching 
grammar have caught the attention of many researchers. Underpinning the concept of grammar, there 
are several ways to define grammar, and many have written definitions of grammar. Where linguistic 
grammar is concerned with what grammar is and how it works, pedagogical grammar is more 
specifically concerned with how grammar is described for learning purposes and how it should be 
taught in the EFL classroom (Summer, 2011). It also regarded as words of language are arranged 
according to the set of formal patterns in order to convey the meaning of each larger or smaller 
(Savage, Bitterline & Price, 2010).   
For many people, grammar is synonymous with learning the grammatical forms, and it is often 
associated with rules, drills, red ink, and boredom (Larsen-Freeman, 2003; Summer, 2011). It seems 
that English grammar is associated with boring rules and many red ink. While grammar classes are 
often associated with tiredness, frustration and lack of concentration, affect and emotion have received 
little attention in such classes. To solve these and develop a grammar competence, learners have to go 
through some developmental stages.  
 3rd International Conference  on Education 2018 
Teachers in the Digital Age 
Batusangkar, September 12-13 2018 
 
152 
The Present, Practice, Produce (PPP) method has long been used to teach points of grammar. It 
could be described more critically as a simplistic teaching method rather than one effective for 
learning (Case: 2008). However, PPP has endured because many learners, teachers and teacher 
educators find it useful and familiar, similar to paradigms found in other areas of education. Given the 
current long-term trend that is seeing the majority of English language teaching worldwide move from 
tertiary to secondary and primary contexts (Graddol 2006), where many teachers are often trained to 
teach a range of subjects with limited subject-specific pedagogy, PPP is likely to remain popular. 
This survey on potential future of PPP paradigm in EFL grammar teaching was prepared from 
many different perspectives. First, a brief introduction to the topic is provided by focusing on previous 
research findings. Second, the studies are grouped under general research aims and discussed in terms 
of how PPP can work effectively and the isuue surrounding grammar teaching itself, what is the 
procedure for using it in the EFL grammar classroom, and what future studies should investigate. 
Lastly, some pedagogical implications are discussed with some recommendations. 
 
THE PPP PARADIGM ON EFL GRAMMAR TEACHING 
 
PPP Paradigm 
Present, Practice, and Produce (PPP) does not originate in either audiolingual or ‘behaviourist’ 
perspectives anymore. This new PPP paradigm goes to the transition period between situational 
language teaching (SLT) and communicative language teaching (CLT) in the UK that Donn Byrne 
coined the three stages; Presentation, Practice and Production in his first edition of Teaching Oral 
English in 1976. In supporting notion of new PPP paradigm, Herazo, Erez, and Arellano (2012) claim 
the legitimacy of its characteristics, including meaningful learning, implicit learning, fluency based 
learning, meaning centeredness, student centredness and authentic language use. It extremely 
contradicts with the behaviorist PPP approach, which are mechanical learning, explicit learning, 
accuracy based learning, form centredness, teacher centredness, and concocted language use.  
Furthermore, Anderson (2016) portrays the development of PPP paradigm along with critics and 
supports. During the 1990s PPP considerably note in out of fashion. A number of authors criticised the 
PPP paradigm, commonly citing three related arguments, namely: The synthetically-sequenced, 
isolated focus on form of PPP does not reflect how languages are learnt (e.g. Ellis 1993a; Lewis 1993; 
Willis 1994; Skehan 1998); PPP focuses on teaching to the detriment of learning, making it 
incompatible with learnercentred approaches to education (e.g. Lewis 1996; Scrivener 1996); It is 
prescriptive and inflexible, describing only one of many possible types of lesson (e.g. Scrivener 1996). 
On the other hand, recent works support the use of PPP paradigm in language teaching. Dawson 
(2001) claims PPP might be used to provide students with opportunities for communication and maybe 
even a balance between a focus on form and a focus on meaning if combined with other activities. In 
addition, two important meta-analyses conducted since then have indicated strongly that explicit 
instruction (which includes PPP) is more effective than implicit instruction (Norris & Ortega 2000; 
Spada & Tomita 2010), one of which has also indicated that Focus on Forms instruction (including 
PPP) is no less effective than Focus on Form instruction (Norris & Ortega 2000).  
In line with this notion, Carless (2009) in his comparative study between TBLT and PPP claims 
that the advantage of PPP is that the role of the teacher is very clear and the teacher can control the 
pace of the lesson easily. Furthermore, through some interviews to teachers in his study claims that one 
of the advantages of PPP (compared to TBLT) is that for teachers PPP is easier to understand and more 
manageable. PPP also contributes to the teacher’s instructional role, which by Carless is seen as 
another advantage compared to TBLT. Educators in the Hong Kong based study admit that direct 
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grammar instructions were more effective with PPP than TBLT. In short, PPP is enduring, not easily 
dismissed, particularly because of its perceived pragmatic advantages, and meriting further analyses.  
On paedogical pragmatism, PPP affords teachers procedures for maintaining control of the 
classroom, thus reinforcing their power over students and also because the procedures themselves are 
eminently trainable (Ellis 2003; Skehan 1996). Besides, the PPP approach gives teachers a secure 
frame where they can stand and where chaos and disorder can be minimized, which is something 
teachers and learners usually value as good teaching and good learning (Herazo and Jerez: 2009). 
These notions has been supported by Hellström (2015) through an experimental research. The 
research works on comparing two language teaching methods are PPP and TBLT. Strictly toward the 
results of this study,  the work indicates that PPP is more effective in teaching a grammatical feature 
(different verb forms/tenses specifically) than a TBLT method is, as the PPP group improved more 
than the TBLT group. The reasons for this can be connected with both the nature of the methods, and 
the design of this study.  
Similarly, Astria (2016) draws four positive impacts of PPP, they are: the students easier to 
understand the material, they more interest in learning English,  they more active and confident during 
learning process, and the teacher easier to prepare the material and evaluate the students. Within the 
same experimental research, Mezied (2017) through his experimental research draws on the result that 
PPP has provided students with a better learning environment and created many types of collaborative 
learning within the same group and competing with other groups. Various courses have been provided, 
offering different situations depending on participants' contributions, and using R-enabled real-time 
role-playing for students and teachers despite different geographical areas. This has led the conclusion 
that the importance of diversifying teaching steps and skills such as presentation, practice, and 
production model. Such steps give teachers the feeling of control and power  
that actually could be transformed to students if teachers use an approach that motivates students’ 
target language use.  
The PPP approach to Language Teaching is the most common methodology employed by 
professional schools around the world. First, presentation is the first and probably the most crucial 
stage to the language learning process since it actually influences on the effectiveness of the other two 
stages. This stage involves the creation of a situation where the new language is naturally used. When 
the “situation” presented is understood by the students, they will start constructing a conceptual 
understanding of the meaning which underlies the new language and why it will be relevant and useful 
to them. When all of this has been accomplished the new language should be introduced as a linguistic 
“model” which students will practice and hopefully get it during the productive activity on their own. 
Presenting a new language to EFL students is crucial since they are exposed to little or no English 
outside the classroom. Therefore it is the teachers’ job to make up “realistic” situations requiring the 
new language so that learning occurs effectively. It is important to build up the situation requiring and 
concept underlying new language using whatever English the students have already learnt. Pictures 
and body language can be used at lower levels when presenting new language. Dialogues and text can 
also been used as students progress. Presenting language depends on the teachers ‘creativity, but 
presentations should be meaningful, memorable and realistic. 
Second, practice as middle stage is the step toward the production stage. It is important for 
teachers not to over use it or use it ineffectively. Thus the importance of making up appropriate 
activities to the language being learned and taking into account the students’ level and competence. 
Essentially, Practice involves testing accuracy in terms of phonology and syntax as well as making 
students familiar with the new language. It is definitely a remedial stage. It is the teachers’ job to 
prepare activities for this stage that are clear and understandable and able to promote the students 
confidence and motivation. The activities need to be challenging but students need to have the feeling 
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that they are “within their reach”. At this stage, learners move from individual drills to pairwork 
communicative practice towards production. 
Third, Production: This is the most important stage of communicative language teaching since if 
at this level students produce successfully, that will mean they are making a transition from “students” 
of the target language to “users” of the language. In this stage teachers need to make up situations that 
require the language that was introduced in the presentation stage, but students should not be told what 
to say. They do not have information and must think. This stage is highly dependent on the Practice 
stage and if they do not feel confident enough, they will be hesitant to produce the language. Some 
good examples of effective Production activities include situational role-plays, debates, discussions, 
problemsolving, narratives, descriptions, quizzes and games. 
To sum up, PPP doesn’t belong to the behaviorist PPP approach, which are mechanical learning, 
explicit learning, accuracy based learning, form centredness, teacher centredness, and concocted 
language use. PPP, however, more meaningful learning, implicit learning, fluency based learning, 
meaning centeredness, student centredness and authentic language use. PPP is often culturally much 
closer to learner and teacher expectations than alternative lesson frameworks based on for example 
task-based learning. Through some critics and supports, PPP considerably has future potential effective 
teaching paradigm since the students easier to understand the material, they more interest in learning 
English,  they more active and confident during learning process, and the teacher easier to prepare the 
material and evaluate the students. In addition, PPP approach gives teachers a secure frame where they 
can stand and where chaos and disorder can be minimized. Finally, PPP has provided students with a 
better learning environment and created many types of collaborative learning within the same group 
and competing with other groups. 
 
EFL Grammar  Teaching 
Grammar is the heart of language. It is the foundation of language, on which one starts to build 
language. In the other words, grammar is “rules” about how language should be used, or, actually, it 
tells how mother tongue speakers use language. Thus, the role of grammar in language learning is very 
important. It is the basis of high-quality language learning. Without grammar one can’t know a 
language. Likewise, without grammar it’s hard to make oneself understood, but when speaking a 
foreign language every comma doesn’t matter that much. Indeed, without grammar one cannot know 
language, even use language (Saaristo: 2015). 
Grammar is not only the concern of EFL learners but also a serious concern of EFL teachers as 
well. There has always been debate about the most effective way to teach grammar. Jean & Simard 
(2011) argued that grammar teaching and learning in EFL contexts are necessary but boring. Thus, 
Grammar teachers are suggested to pay special attention to the generations of positive emotions and 
feelings. Garret & Young (2009) asserted that affect and emotion are terms that have been in the 
shadows of discussions of foreign language learning, where the primary focus has been on the 
development of knowledge and the use of new knowledge.  
Grammar teaching involves any instructional technique that draws learners’ attention to some 
specific grammatical form in such a way that it helps them either to understand it metalinguistically 
and/or process it in comprehension and/or production so that they can internalize it (Ellis: 2006). 
Penny Ur (1988) suggested four basic stages in grammar teaching: presentation, isolation and 
explanation, practice and test.  
The first stage of presentation helps us to perceive the grammatical structure and it is connected 
with the short-term memory. Teachers usually use a story or a dialogue in which new grammar is used 
and presented as a pattern for another practice. In the second stage, the main aim is to make the 
grammatical structure clear in order that the learners can understand it. The third - practice stage 
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contains a set of exercises and the knowledge is transferred from the short-term to the long-term 
memory. The possibilities of different exercises are huge. The last stage, which is called “test”, is 
aimed to provide feedback for the teacher and also for the learners.  
Harmer (2007) also describes similarly the procedure of teaching grammar as presentation, 
practice and production. This procedure is understood by Harmer as a variation of audiolingualism. 
Firstly, the grammar is presented or the situation is somehow introduced. Then learners practise given 
grammar issue by different reproduction techniques; finally the last stage of production comes. 
 
Potential Future of PPP on EFL Grammar Teaching 
The PPP approach has been proved as an effective way on teaching grammar. It is deductive 
pattern that is very common in language lessons and especially the traditional grammar-translation 
method follows this pattern. The way Nassaji and Fotos (2011) describe the PPP model is the 
following: The presentation stage is where the unfamiliar grammar item is introduced, thus made 
familiar to the learners. The next stage of this model is the practice stage where learners do different 
kinds of exercises in which the role of learners’ own minds is kept in minimum, drawing their attention 
to specific structures. Finally, in the production stage, learners are given more freedom to use their 
imagination and produce speech where they use the newly learned structures. 
Huong (2015) describes three stages on PPP approach in teaching grammar. Presentation: This 
stage is controlled by the teacher; it involves presenting the target language (the language to be taught 
to the students) to the students generally through eliciting to see if they know it and providing the 
language if no one does. The target language is usually written on the board either in grammar 
structure or scramble way. It is also during this stage that the teacher explains the new vocabulary 
including both meaning and form, and how to say and write it correctly.  
Second, Practice: the purpose of this stage is to help students use the new language that teacher 
has just explained to them. The teacher can ask the students to produce sentences or answer questions 
that demonstrate they understand how to use the language correctly. During this stage students practice 
saying or writing the language structure correctly. Typical practice activities include drills, multiple-
choice exercises, gap-and-cue exercises, transformations etc. In this phase, the teacher‘s role is to 
direct the activities, to provide positive feedback to students, correct mistakes and model the correct 
forms.  
Third, Produce: is the stage of the lesson where the students take the target language and use it 
in conversations that they structure, and use it to talk about themselves or their daily lives or situations. 
When the students have completely mastered the form and have learnt how to produce it without 
mistakes in controlled exercises, they can move on to the production phase. In this phase, they use the 
newly learnt language structure to produce oral or written texts. Typical production activities include 
dialogues, oral presentations, and the production of sentences, paragraphs or longer texts. The teacher 
does not generally intervene or correct in this phase: after all, the students should not make mistakes 
by now. If mistakes are made, they are pointed out after the exercise has finished.  
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
Although a few studies found that PPP has a limited effect teaching grammar with some certain 
notes, both literacy review and experimental data recently suggest that PPP has potential future on EFL 
grammar teaching. This annotated survey shows that despite numerous studies, there are still lots of 
ways to go with research on the implementation of presentasion, practice, and production paradigm on 
teaching grammar. As a teacher and a teacher trainer with extensive experience in both pre-service and 
in-service teacher education, Anderson (2016) have found PPP useful as a structuring framework when 
appropriate to the learners, the learning conditions, and the chosen focus of the lesson, especially in the 
following three contexts: First, initial intensive language teacher training courses. It relates to pre-
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service English language teacher training with a number of advantages like: It is a common sense, 
logical framework for skill training (as argued above); It is familiar to the prior educational culture of 
many trainee teachers; The prescriptive structure of PPP serves as a useful scaffolding artefact, 
especially beneficial for such trainee teachers often experiencing high levels of stress and steep 
learning curves. 
Second,in-service teacher training in low income countries. It has some charateristics, such as: 
curricula are externally imposed and ambitious; classes are large (over 30 learners); learners share their 
L1 or other community language; learners have only a few hours of instruction per week; educational 
culture tends towards higher levels of teacher intervention. In such countries, teachers who have 
willingness to adopt PPP-type paradigms in their own classrooms, likely due to similarities to generic 
lesson structuring models often used across different subjects in such countries.  
Third, EFL and ESOL learners at lower levels of achievement. It will give good impact to use 
PPP with classes of learners that tend towards the following characteristics: low levels of overall 
language proficiency; low language learning aptitude; low levels of literacy; low levels of learner 
autonomy; limited experience of formal classroom study; specific educational needs.  
At this point it is important to emphasise that PPP cannot and should not be promoted as a 
framework for structuring all lesson types. It is of less use at higher levels of proficiency and with very 
young learners. Even in contexts where it is appropriate, it should not be seen as the only 
planning/structuring paradigm. PPP should be promoted alongside appropriate paradigms for skills 
development, such as the ‘pre, during and post’ structure for receptive skills lessons commonly used in 
initial training contexts and carried forward into the practices of novice teachers (Harris 2015). Ur’s 
Mix and Match solution (2011), including five suggested procedures of which PPP is only one, may 
also provide useful variety, enabling skilful teachers to tailor lesson design to intended outcome (Ur’s 
5 Options are: 1. Task plus focus on form; 2. Grammar explanation plus practice [i.e. PPP]; 3. 
Communication; 4. Consciousness-raising; 5. Exemplar-learning). 
 Future studies may focus on this shortness, implementation of PPP in the classroom and 
the variation alongside the approach in teaching a numerous material on grammar classroom. PPP has 
dominated the organisation of the majority of mainstream ELT coursebooks ever since Abbs and 
Freebairn used it for their Strategies series in the 1970s (Tomlinson et al. 2001; Nitta & Gardner 2005; 
Tomlinson & Masuhara 2013). Thus, while it should be noted that not all learners necessarily expect a 
language lesson to follow the typical stages involved in skill-learning, the fact that PPP does is likely 
to contribute significantly to its usefulness for those learners who do, and their teachers. 
Furthermore, there are some implications for the stakeholders of English Language Teaching 
(ELT) contexts. For instance, the curriculum designers and ELT grammar coursebook writers should 
consider utilizing this approach in more advanced variation of language teaching by considering its 
approach as the main lines to make the language teaching easier and effective for learners.  
 
REFERENCES 
Anderson, Jason. (2016). Why practice makes perfect sense: the past, present and potential future of 
the ppp paradigm in language teacher education. ELTED. Vol 19, 14-22. 
Astria, Niki. (2016). The use of PPP technique in teaching English to eleventh grade of MA Miftahul 
Ulum Ngraket Balong Ponorogo in academic year 2015/2016. Bachelor Thesis: STAIN 
Ponorogo.  
Carless, David. (2009). Revisiting the TBLT  
versus P-P-P debate: voices from Hong Kong. Asian Journal of English Language Teaching, 19, 49–
66. 
 3rd International Conference  on Education 2018 
Teachers in the Digital Age 
Batusangkar, September 12-13 2018 
 
157 
Case, A. (2008). 15 reasons why PPP is so unfashionable. TEFL.net. Retrieved from 
http://edition.tefl.net/articles/teacher-technique/why-ppp-is-unfashionable/ 
Ellis, R. (1993a). Talking shop: Second language acquisition research: How does it help teachers? ELT 
Journal 47/1, 3-11.  
Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based Language Learning and Teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Ellis, R. (2006). Current issues in the teaching of grammar: an SLA perspective. TESOL Quarterly 
Vol. 40, No. 1. 
Ghazali. (2006). The Presentation-Practice-Production Vs Consciousness-Raising: Which Is Efficient 
in Teaching Grammar? 
Graddol, D. (2006). English Next. London: British Council. 
Hellström, Rasmus. (2015). Task Based Language Teaching versus Presentation Practice Production. 
Thesis. Linköping University. 
Herazo, J.D., Jerez, S., (2009). Learning through Communication in the EFL Class: Going beyond the 
PPP Approach. Íkala, revista de lenguaje y cultura Vol. 14, No 23.\ 
Huong, T.T.T. (2015). The study of grammar instruction for communicative purpose in high schools 
of Vietnam. International Journal of English Language Teaching Vol.3, No.8, pp.71-78 
Jean & Simard .(2011). Grammar Teaching and Learning in L2: Necessary, but Boring? Foreign 
Language Annals· VOL. 44, NO.3. 
Larsen-Freeman, D. (2003). Teaching Language: From Grammar to Grammaring. Boston: Heinle, 
Cengage Learning. 
Lewis, M. (1993). The Lexical Approach: The State of ELT and a Way Forward. Hove, UK: Language 
Teaching Publications. 
Lewis, M. (1996). Implications of a lexical view of language. In Willis, J. & Willis, D. (eds.). 
Challenge and Change in Language Teaching (pp. 10-16). Oxford: Macmillan Heinemann. 
Nassaji, H. and Fotos, S. (2011). Current developments in research on the teaching of grammar. 
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 24, 126-145. 
Nitta, R. & Gardner, S. (2005). Consciousness-raising and Practice in ELT Coursebooks. ELT Journal 
59/1, 3-13. 
Norris, J.M. & Ortega, L. (2000). Effectiveness of L2 instruction: A research synthesis and 
quantitative meta-analysis. Language Learning 50/3, 417-528. 
Saaristo, Pekka. (2015). Grammar is the heart of language: grammar and its role in language learning 
among Finnish university students. Voices of pedagogical development - Expanding, enhancing 
and exploring higher education language learning (pp. 279-318). 
Savage, K. L., Bitterline, G., Price, D., (2010). Grammar Matters. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 
Scrivener, J. (1996). ARC: A descriptive model for classroom work on language. In Willis, J. & 
Willis, D. (eds.). Challenge and Change in Language Teaching (pp. 79-92). Oxford: Macmillan 
Heinemann. 
Skehan, P. (1998). A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Spada, N. & Tomita, Y. (2010). Interaction between type of instruction and type of language feature: 
A meta-analysis. Language Learning 60/2, 263-308. 
 3rd International Conference  on Education 2018 
Teachers in the Digital Age 
Batusangkar, September 12-13 2018 
 
158 
Summer, T. (2011). An Evaluation of Methodological Options for Grammar Instruction in EFL 
Textbooks: Are Methods Dead? Heidelberg: Universitätsverlag Winter . 
Tomlinson, B., Dat, B., Masuhara, H. & Rubdy, R. (2001). EFL courses for adults. ELT Journal 55/1, 
80-101.  
Tomlinson, B. & Masuhara, H. (2013). Adult coursebooks. ELT Journal 67/2, 233-249. 
Ur, P. (2011). Grammar teaching: Research, theory and practice. In Hinkel, E. (ed.) Handbook of 
Research in Second Language Teaching and Learning Volume 2 (pp. 507-522). New York: 
Routledge. 
Willis, J. (1994). A Framework for Task-based Learning. Harlow, UK: Longman. 
Zavala, B. (2012). Presentation, practice and production versus task based learning using from 
focused tasks. Maestría en Educación con Mención en Enseñanza de inglés como Lengua 
Extranjera. Universidad de Piura. Facultad de Ciencias de la Educación. Piura, Perú. 
